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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 39, 40, 42, and 43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Dumas in view of Jones. With regard to a Dxmias layout as disclosed in Fig. 7, Dumas discloses 
the claimed course with the exception of the positioning of the tees. Dumas' rectangularly 
oriented repeated holes are substantially the same size as is clearly depicted in Figs. 7 and 1. 

Regarding the tee positioning Jones discloses that it is known to locate tees at various 
positions along the fairway. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
have done so with Dumas' fairways as well to increase the versatility of the golf course. How 
the tee areas are used is not at issue. 

Concerning claim 40, the examine took official notice that golf courses are commonly 
provided with extra space and swimming pools in country club settings to provide various 
activities and such is now admitted prior art. It would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in 
the art to have provided Dumas' course in the same maimer for the same reason. 

Claims 22-28, 30, 32, 33, and 44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as bemg 
unpatentable over Dumas in view of Jones and Shaw. With regard to a Dumas layout as 
disclosed in Fig. 7. Dumas discloses the claimed course with the exception of the positioning of 
the tees and the irrigation layout. Dumas' rectangularly oriented repeated holes are substantially 
the same size as is clearly depicted in Figs. 7 and 1. 



Application/Control Number: 10/697,860 Page 3 

Art Unit: 3711 

Regarding the tee positioning Jones discloses that it is known to locate tees at various 
positions along the fairway. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
have done so with Dumas' fairways as well to increase the versatility of the golf course. How 
the tee areas are used is not at issue. 

With regard to the irrigation system, as noted previously such are known in the art as 
typified by Shaw. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have provided 
such with Dimias' course as well to provide irrigation. 

Claims 29 and 45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the art 
as applied to claims 22 and 44 respectively above, and further in view of Taniguchi. Claims 29 
and 45 are obviated for the reasons set forth in the claim 22 and 44 rejections with the exception 
of the lighting. However, as disclosed by Taniguchi it is known in the art to use such on golf 
courses. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have done the same 
with Diunas' golf course to allow for night play. 

Claims 35-37 are rejected imder 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the art as 
applied to claim 22 above, and further in view of Armstrong. Claims 35-37 are obviated for the 
reasons set forth in the claim 22 rejection with the exception of the target. However, it is known 
in the golf art to use such targets for golf games as disclosed by Armstrong. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have used such on Dumas' course as well to play a 
game such as that disclosed by Armstrong. 

Claims 46-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the art as 
applied to claim 39 above, and further in view of Armstrong. Claims 35-37 are obviated for the 
reasons set forth in the claim 39 rejection with the exception of the target. However, it is known 
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in the golf art to use such targets for golf games as disclosed by Armstrong. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to have used such on Dumas' course as well to play a 
game such as that disclosed by Armstrong. 

Claim 41 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the art as applied 
to claim 40 above, and further in view of Aberg for the reasons set forth in the previous action's 
appHcation of Aberg. 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 22-30, 32, 33, 35-37, 39-48 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Mark S. Graham at 
telephone number 57 1 -272-44 10. / / A il 
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10/12/05 




